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DETAILED ACTION 

1. No new claims have been added. Claims 1, 12, 18, and 19-27 have been amended. 
Therefore, claims 1-30 are pending in this office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
Number 6,366,915 issued to Amy Rubert et al. (hereinafter “Rubert”) in further view of U.S. 
Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0172082 issued to Jeffrey Benoit et al. (hereinafter 
“Benoit”). 

Claim 1: 



Rubert discloses a computer-implemented method for scheduling execution of units of 
work, comprising: 

determining a cost to execute a unit of work (Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14; The Rubert reference 
clearly shows determining if a c\uery is a 'high-impact query'. This involves calculating the 'cost of a query. 
Furthermore it should be known for the record that the Applicant clearly stated that determining the 'cost' of a 
query is well known in the art in paragraph [0034] of the Applicant's specification.)', 

determining a plurality of scheduling options for future execution of the unit of work on 
the basis of the cost (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - column 11, line 4 and column 2, lines 26-36; Note 
particularly that future scheduling is based on how high the cost (high impact = high cost) of a query is.), wherein 
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determining the plurality of scheduling options comprises restricting a larger set of scheduling 
options to the determined scheduling options, whereby the scheduling options available for 
selection by a user are restricted as a result of the determined cost (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - 
column 11, line 4 and column 2, lines 26-36). 

Rubert does not explicitly disclose wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
selectable; and returning the plurality of user-selectable scheduling options to a user interface for 
display to a user. However, Benoit discloses wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
selectable (Benoit: paragraph 10016], lines 3-5 and paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9); and returning the plurality 
of user-selectable scheduling options to a user interface for display to a user (Benoit: Fig. 9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Rubert with the teachings of Benoit noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Rubert per the above such 
that a user interface provides the user with flexibility to set saved queries to execute at a 
scheduled time interval (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 1-5 and Fig. 9). 

Claim 2: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1 , as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses wherein the unit of work is a query (Rubert: column 2, lines 57- 
61). 

Claim 3: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses wherein the unit of work is an analysis routine (Rubert: column 
2, lines 57-61; A query is an analysis routine. The Applicant clearly defines an analysis routing in paragraph 
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10026], lines 29-32 of the Applicant's Specification. This definition states that an analysis routine is "any unit of 
work performed with respect to the data in the database". Surely a query is a unit of work performed with respect to 
the data in the database.). 

Claim 4; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1 , as noted 
above, and Benoit further discloses displaying the returned plurality of user-selectable 
scheduling options to user via a menu in the user interface (Benoit: Fig. 9, 904). 

Claim 5; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted 
above, and Benoit further discloses: 

receiving a user selection from the plurality of user-selectable scheduling options (Benoit: 
paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9, 904; Note specifically "execute automatically at a frequency set by the user". Surely 
there is some means to receive a user selection is the user uses the interface menu to 'set' a schedule of execution of a 
query.)', and 

Storing a schedule for the unit of work on the basis of the user selection (Benoit: paragraph 
[0045], lines 1-3). 

Claim 6; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted 
above, and Benoit further discloses: 

receiving a user selection from the plurality of user selectable scheduling options (Benoit: 
paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9, 904; Note specifically "execute automatically at a frequency set by the user". Surely 
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there is some means to receive a user selection is the user uses the interface menu to 'set' a schedule of execution of a 
query.); 

Storing a schedule for the unit of work on the basis of the user selection (Benoit: paragraph 
[0045], lines 1-3); and 

repetitively executing the unit of work on the basis of the schedule (Benoit: paragraph [0016], 
lines 3-5). 

Claim 7; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses determining the cost to execute the unit of work comprises 
estimating a time required to execute the unit of work (Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14; A high-impact 
query is a query with a high cost. One means of determining a high cost is amount of time it takes a query to run. 
Furthermore it is important to note the Applicant admitted that the estimation of the cost of a query is 'well-known' 
in the art in paragraph [0034] of the Applicant's Specification.). 

Claim 8: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1 , as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses wherein determining the cost to execute the unit of work is 
done on the basis of historical query execution times for previous executions of the unit of work 
(Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14; Note specifically that the Rubert reference analyzes the 'empirical timing' of queries. 
The 'empirical timing' is an analysis of historical time values.). 

Claim 9: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1, as note 
above, and Benoit further discloses wherein determining the plurality of user-selectable 
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scheduling options selecting a subset of user-selectable scheduling options from a predefined set 
of user-selectable scheduling options (Benoit: paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9, 904; When the user selects a 
scheduling option in the Benoit reference, the user clearly selects a subset (at least one) from a menu full of user- 
selectable scheduling options.). 

Claim 10; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 1 , as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses: 

determining user parameters specific to the user (Rubert: column 4, lines 8-19)', and 

determining the plurality of scheduling options for future execution of the unit of work on 
the basis of the cost and the user parameters (Rubert: column 4, lines 8-19 and column 10, lines 57-column 
11, line 4 and column 2, lines 26-36; The user parameters are considered at the beginning of the query scheduling 
process.). 

Rubert does not explicitly disclose wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
selectable. However, Benoit discloses wherein the query scheduling options are user-selectable 
(Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 3-5 and paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Rubert with the teachings of Benoit noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Rubert per the above such 
that a user interface provides the user with flexibility to set saved queries to execute at a 
scheduled time interval (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 1-5 and Fig. 9). 
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Claim 11; 

The combination of Rupert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 10, as noted 
above, and Rupert further discloses wherein the user parameters include at least one of a user 
status of the user and other units of work already scheduled for execution by the user (Rubert: 
column 4, lines 8-19 and column 10, lines 57-67; The first reference considers the users status when the system 
determines is the user has access to a certain database. And the second reference clearly shows that the system 
considers the units of work (queries) that are already scheduled.). 

Claim 12; 

A computer-implemented method for scheduling units of work, comprising: 
determining a cost to execute a unit of work (Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14; The Rubert reference 
clearly shozvs determining if a query is a 'high-impact query'. This involves calculating the 'cost' of a query. 
Furthermore it should be known for the record that the Applicant clearly stated that determining the 'cost' of a 
query is well known in the art in paragraph [0034] of the Applicant's specification.)', 

determining a system availability to execute the unit of work (Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14 
and column 2, lines 26-36)', 

determining a plurality of scheduling options for future execution of the unit of work on 
the basis of the cost and system availability (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - column 11, line 4 and column 2, 
lines 26-36; Note particularly that future scheduling is based on how high the cost (high impact = high cost) of a 
query is.), wherein determining the plurality of scheduling options comprises restricting a larger 
set of scheduling options to the determined scheduling options, whereby the scheduling options 
available for selection by a user are restricted as a result of the determined cost (Rubert: column 10, 
line 57 - column 1 1 , line 4 and column 2, lines 26-56). 
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Rubert does not explicitly disclose wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
selectable; and returning the plurality of user-selectable scheduling options to a user interface for 
display to a user. However, Benoit discloses wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
selectable (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 3-5 and paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9); and returning the plurality of 
user-selectable scheduling options to a user interface for display to a user (Benoit: Fig. 9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Rubert with the teachings of Benoit noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Rubert per the above such 
that a user interface provides the user with flexibility to set saved queries to execute at a 
scheduled time interval (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 1-5 and Fig. 9). 

Claim 13: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 12, as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses wherein determining system availability to execute the unit 
of work comprises accessing a query schedule having entries defined for a plurality of different 
units of work (Rubert: column 4, lines 4-7 and column 14, lines 4-14 and column 2, lines 26-36; Surely if the 
system executes a scheduled query, the system accesses a query schedule.). 

Claim 14; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 12, as noted 
above, and Benoit further discloses: 

receiving a user selection from the plurality of user selectable scheduling options (Benoit: 
paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9, 904; Note specifically "execute automatically at a frequency set by the user". Surely 
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there is some means to receive a user selection is the user uses the interface menu to 'set' a schedule of execution of a 
query.); 

Storing a schedule for the unit of work on the basis of the user selection (Benoit: paragraph 
10045], lines 1-3); and 

repetitively executing the unit of work on the basis of the schedule (Benoit: paragraph [0016],. 
lines 3-5). 

Claim 15; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 12, as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses wherein determining the cost to execute the unit of work 
comprises estimating a time required to execute the unit of work (Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14; A 
high-impact query is a query with a high cost. One means of determining a high cost is amount of time it takes a 
query to run. Furthermore it is important to note the Applicant admitted that the estimation of the cost of a query is 
'well-known' in the art in paragraph [0034] of the Applicant's Specification.). 

Claim 16: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 12, as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses wherein determining the cost to execute the unit of work is 
done on the basis of historical query execution times for previous executions of the unit of work 
(Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14; Note specifically that the Rubert reference analyzes the 'empirical timing' of queries. 
The 'empirical timing' is an analysis of historical time values.). 

Claim 17: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 12, as noted 
above, and Benoit further discloses wherein determining the plurality of user-selectable 
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scheduling options selecting a subset of user-selectable scheduling options from a predefined set 
of user-selectable scheduling options (Benoit: paragraph [00451 and Fig. 9, 904; When the user selects a 
scheduling option in the Benoit reference, the user clearly selects a subset (at least one) from a menu full of user- 
selectable scheduling options.). 

Claim 18: 

Rubert discloses a computer readable storage medium containing a program which, when 
executed, performs an operation for scheduling execution of units of work, the operation 
comprising: 

determining a cost to execute a unit of work (Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14; The Rubert reference 
clearly shows determining if a query is a 'high-impact query'. This involves calculating the 'cost' of a query. 
Furthermore it should be knoivnfor the record that the Applicant clearly stated that determining the 'cost' of a 
query is well known in the art in paragraph [0034] of the Applicant's specification.)', 

determining a plurality of scheduling options for future execution of the unit of work on 
the basis of the cost (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - column 11, line 4 and column 2, lines 26-36; Note 
particularly that future scheduling is based on how high the cost (high impact = high cost) of a query is.), wherein 
determining the plurality of scheduling options comprises restricting a larger set of scheduling 
options to the determined scheduling options, whereby the scheduling options available for 
selection by a user are restricted as a result of the determined cost (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - 
column 11, line 4 and column 2, lines 26-36). 

Rubert does not explicitly disclose wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
selectable; and returning the plurality of user-selectable scheduling options to a user interface for 
display to a user. However, Benoit discloses wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
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selectable (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 3-5 and paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9); and returning the plurality of 
user-selectable scheduling options to a user interface for display to a user (Benoit: Fig. 9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Rubert with the teachings of Benoit noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Rubert per the above such 
that a user interface provides the user with flexibility to set saved queries to execute at a 
scheduled time interval (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 1-5 and Fig. 9). 

Claim 19; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 18, as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses: 

determining system availability to execute the unit of work (Rubert: column 14, lines 4-14 and 
column 2, lines 26-36); and 

determining a plurality of scheduling options for future execution of the unit of work on 
the basis of the cost and system availability (Rubert: column 10, lines 57-67 and column 2, lines 26-36; 
Note particularly that future scheduling is based on how high the cost (high impact = high cost) of a query is.). 

Rubert does not explicitly disclose wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
selectable. However, Benoit discloses wherein the query scheduling options are user-selectable 
(Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 3-5 and paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Rubert with the teachings of Benoit noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Rubert per the above such 
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that a user interface provides the user with flexibility to set saved queries to execute at a 
scheduled time interval (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 1-5 and Fig. 9). 

Claim 20: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 18, as noted 
above, and Benoit further discloses displaying the returned plurality of user-selectable 
scheduling options to user via a menu in the user interface (Benoit: Fig. 9, 904). 

Claim 21: 

Claim 21 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claims 10 and 11. 
Claim 22; 

Claim 22 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 5. 

Claim 23: 

Claim 23 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 6. 

Claim 24: 

Claim 24 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 7. 

Claim 25: 

Claim 25 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 8. 

Claim 26: 

Claim 26 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 9. 

Claim 27; 



Rubert discloses a computer system, comprising: 

a schedule indicating when units of work are to be executed (Rubert: column 10, lines 57-67Y, 
a scheduler configured to: 
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determine a cost to execute a unit of work (Rubert: column 14. lines 4-14; The Rubert 
reference clearly shows determining if a query is a 'high-impact query'. This involves calculating the 'cost' of a 
query. Furthermore it should be knoionfor the record that the Applicant clearly stated that determining the 'cost' of 
a query is well known in the art in paragraph [0034] of the Applicant's specification.)', 

determine a plurality of scheduling options for repetitive execution of the unit of 
work on the basis of the cost (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - column 11, line 4 and column 1, lines 26-36; The 
first reference clearly shows that Rubert suggests scheduling queries so that they can run repetitively. The second 
reference clearly shows that future scheduling is based on how high the cost (high impact = high cost) of a query is.), 
wherein determining the plurality of scheduling options comprises restricting a larger set of 
scheduling options to the determined scheduling options, whereby the scheduling options 
available for selection by a user are restricted as a result of the determined cost (Rubert: column 10, 
line 57 - column 11, line 4 and column 2, lines 26-36). 

Rubert does not explicitly disclose wherein the query scheduling options are user- 
selectable; and returning the plurality of user-selectable scheduling unit of work to a user 
interface for display to a user. However, Benoit discloses wherein the query scheduling options 
are user-selectable (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 3-5 and paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9); and returning the 
plurality of user-selectable unit of work to a user interface for display to a user (Benoit: Fig. 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Rubert with the teachings of Benoit noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Rubert per the above such 
that a user interface provides the user with flexibility to set saved queries to execute at a 
scheduled time interval (Benoit: paragraph [0016], lines 1-5 and Fig. 9). 
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Claim 28: 



The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 27, as noted 
above, and Rupert further discloses a database against which the units of work are executed 
(Rubert: column 2, lines 57-64). 



Claim 29; 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 27, as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses wherein the unit of work is query (Rubert: column 2, lines 57-64). 

Claim 30: 

The combination of Rubert and Benoit discloses all the elements of claim 27, as noted 
above, and Rubert further discloses wherein the unit of work is an analysis routine (Rubert: column 
2, lines 57-67; A query is an analysis routine. The Applicant clearly defines an analysis routing in paragraph 
[0026], lines 29-32 of the Applicant's Specification. This definition states that an analysis routine is “any unit of 
work performed with respect to the data in the database". Surely a query is a unit of work performed loith respect to 
the data in the database.). 



Response to Arguments 



Applicant Ar£ues; 

For example, Rubert does not teach determining a plurality of user-selectable scheduling options 
for future execution of the unit of work on the basis of cost (and system availability, in the case of claim 12), 
as suggested by the Examiner. The Examiner suggests that Rubert teaches determining a plurality of 
scheduling options for future execution of the unit of work on the basis of a cost at column 10, lines 57-67. 
In fact, the cited portion of Rubert makes no such disclosure. Rather, the cited portion merely teaches that, 
if a database server has insufficient processing power to perform query execution at the current time, the 
system "can contact the user in order to schedule query execution for a later time". (See also, column 3, 
lines 13-14: “if current query execution is needed but not available, the system can alert the user to try 
again later.”) Thus, Rubert merely teaches that a user can schedule a query for later execution if the 
system currently has insufficient processing power. 
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Examiner Responds; 

Examiner is not persuaded. It is important to note that the Examiner rejected the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). The Examiner mapped the claims above such that it is clear that Rubert 
teaches determining a plurality of scheduling options for future execution of the unit of work 
on the basis of cost (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - column 11, line 4 and column 2, lines 26-36). Further, the 
Examiner clearly showed that the Benoit reference discloses user-selectable scheduling options 
(Benoit: paragraph 10016], lines 3-5 and paragraph [0045] and Fig. 9). Under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the prior art 
references when combined must teach or at least suggest all claim limitations. Since the 
motivation to combine the references was not challenged, the combination of references is 
presumed valid. The Examiner remains convinced that the combination of references discloses 
all elements of the Applicant's claimed invention. 

Specifically, it appears the Applicant argues that the combination of references fails to 
disclose wherein the query scheduling options are suggested based upon the cost of a query . 
However, the Examiner has clearly pointed out in the preceding office action that query 
scheduling options are suggested based upon the cost of a query (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - 
column 1 1, line 4 and column 2, lines 26-36). 

The cost of a query is defined as something used to estimate the runtime cost of 
evaluating the query, in terms of the number of I/O operations required, the CPU requirements, 
and other factors (see 'query optimizer' at www.wikipedia.com) . Rupert discloses high-impact 
queries as queries requiring significant processing by the database server in order to execute the 
query. In light of the definition of cost above, which is very well known in the art, it is dear that 
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a high-impact query is a high cost query. And the Rupert reference only suggests re-scheduling 
a query if the query is a high-impact query (i.e., the query has a high cost). The cited portion of 
the Rubert reference is now reproduced with emphasis added in order to clarify the portions 
relevant to the rejection: 

Some types of queries, referred to as high-impact queries, require 
significant processing by the database server in order to execute the 
query . Thus, only a limited number of high-impact queries may be 
allowed to be executed at a single time. In one embodiment, the 
determination of whether the database server has sufficient 
processing power is made bv restricting the number of high-impact 
queries fe.g.. only onel which can execute simultaneously. If the 
database server cannot execute the query at the current time, the 
Query Executor can delay the execution of the query. For example, 
the Query Executor could automatically execute the query at a later time 
when the database server can execute the query, or the Query Executor 
can contact the user in order to schedule query execution for a later 
time. If the query is instead a low-impact query that can be executed 
quickly and with little cost in database server processing power, the 
Query Executor can execute the query without first determining the 
status of the database server. (Rubert: column 10, line 57 - column 11, line 

4 ) 

If the explanation above was not clear enough to prove that Rubin discloses determing 
scheduling options for a query based on cost, then the text of Rubin can surely finalize this 
issue. Specifically, as emphasized above, Rubin states that low-impact queries that can be 
executed "with little cost in database server processing power" are executed. Furthermore, as 



noted many times above, scheduling options are provided to the user for re-scheduling high- 
impact or high cost queries at some future time. 

Finally, the Applicant further argues that system availability is not considered when 
deciding to re-schedule a query. However, it is clear that, at the very least, 'database server 
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processing power' is considered. Surely the consideration of 'database server processing 
power' is the consideration of system availability. 

In light of the preceding office action, and the comments given by the Examiner, it is 
abundantly clear that the cited combination of references, at the very least, suggests every 
element of the Applicants claimed invention. Therefore, the rejections given under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) are upheld by the Examiner. 



Applicant Argues; 

Rubert does not teach, or suggest, that the system determines a plurality of scheduling options for 
future execution of the query on the basis of the cost of executing the query, as suggested by the 
Examiner. To the contrary, the suggestion is that the user of Rubert is given the same set of options each 
time query execution is unavailable at “the current time”. These options are not restricted/determined 
based on the cost of a query, or anything else for that matter. In other words, the scheduling options are 
not dynamically determined on any basis, cost or otherwise - the same options (if any) are merely retrieved 
and displayed to the user via the “IR System Interface” (see, column 9, lines 61-66) for each query that 
cannot be executed immediately. Whether a query is a high-impact query, then, merely affects whether 
that query can be executed at the current time - it has nothing to do with determining the scheduling 
options. 



Examiner Responds; 

Examiner is not persuaded. The previously cited portion of the reference reproduced 
above clearly suggests presenting scheduling options to the user based upon the cost of a query. 
This fact was been more than adequately proven above. 

Furthermore, taking the cited portion of the Rubert reference and the claims and giving 
them their broadest reasonable interpretation clearly shows that all elements of the claimed 
invention are present in the reference. The option to schedule a high-cost query at a future 
point presents the user with a 'larger set' of scheduling options which includes anytime in the 
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future. Therefore, there is the option of every hour, every week, every month, and every year in 
the future as a possible scheduling options, etc. The user further restricts these scheduling 
options to one or more scheduling option(s) which will adequately support the high-cost query. 
Since every query, and every situation is different, it is clear that the user dynamically decides 
which scheduling options best fit the current situation. This interpretation reasonably 
anticipates each and every element of the Applicant's claimed invention. 

In light of the preceding office action, and the comments given by the Examiner, it is 
abundantly clear that the cited combination of references, at the very least, suggests every 
element of the Applicants claimed invention. Therefore, the rejections given under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) are upheld by. the Examiner. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 



final action. 
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Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick A. Damo whose telephone number is (571) 272-0788. 

The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on (571) 272-1834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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